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Art Unit: 2178 

DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is responsive to communications: the application filed on 1/14/04, 
domestic priority filed 1/27/03. 

2. Claims 1-62 are pending in the case. Claims 1 and 40 are independent claims. 

Claim Objections 

3. Claim 2 is objected to because of the following informalities: the "note" within "at 
least one child note" (line 3) is misspelled. It should be "node." 

Claim Rejections • 35 USC §112 j 

i 

4. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

5. Claims 6-17, 21-28, 44-46, 49, 51 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second 
paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the 
subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

Regarding claim 6 (and its corresponding computer readable medium claim 44), it is 
unclear how to complete the document tree from the content element tree constructed 
from a subset of the document element list and all remaining document elements not in 
said subset. Since the document is a structured document, the elements of the 
documents relate to each other hierarchically. Completing the document tree based on 
a subset tree and all remaining document elements not in the subset seems 
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unreasonable since how each node of said document element tree is associated with a 
single document element or two paired document elements from said document 
element list where these elements may be not in the subset and at a level higher than 
the level of the elements in the subset. 

Dependent claims 7-17, 21-28 (and their corresponding computer readable claims 45- 
46, 49, 51) are rejected for fully incorporating the deficiencies of their base claim 6. 

i 

! 

6. Claim 6 recites the limitation "said document element tree" in line 5.! There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

8. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 

the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 

t 

the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 



i 
t 
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consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

9. Claims 1-3, 25, 38-42, 50, 61-62 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Richard (US 2002/00731 19, 6/13/02, filed 7/1 1/01). 

i 

Regarding independent claim 1 , Richard discloses: | 

- building a document tree from said source structured document ([0041]-[0042], 
[0046]-[0047]) 

- generating a plurality of new document trees from said document tree such that 
said new document trees are ordered and hierarchically linked ([0035], [0049], 
[0085]: tree-to-tree conversion shows generating a tree from one tree where it is 
clear such a document tree is ordered and hierarchically linked) 

- each node of the document tree satisfying the constraints for each of new 
document trees ([0087], [0077]) 

- producing, from each new document tree, one structured data such that it is 
suitable for input to said browser ([0096], [0097], [0021], figure 2: writing the 
output document for different devices such as a phone or a computer from the 
document trees shows producing one structured data suitable for input to 
different browsers) 
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- node-to-node transformation of the nodes in the trees of the input document and 
output document ([0073] where data for displaying on a desktop can be 
translated to be displayed on a phone ([0069]) 

Richard does not disclose: 

- scaling sizing attributes of each tree node of said new document trejes 
However, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to have modified to include the feature of scaling sizing attributes of 
each tree node of said new document trees since different target devices have different 
display sizes. Thus, converting data for displaying on different display screens of 
different sizes with node-to-node transformation suggests to adjust the sizes of the data 
to be suitable to the display screen sizes. In other words, said converting suggests 
scaling the sizing attributes of each tree nodes of the document tress. 

Regarding claim 2, which is dependent on claim 1, Richared discloses that each of said 
document trees further comprises only one root node and more than one leaf nodes, 
each said node except the root node has one and only one parent node and each said 
node except the leaf node has at least one child node (figure 6). 

Regarding claim 3, which is dependent on claim 1, Richard discloses that each of said 
leaf nodes of said new document trees belongs to one and only one of said new 
document trees (figures 6-7). 



! 
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Regarding claim 25, which is dependent on claim 1 , Richard discloses that the markup 
language is HTML ([0034], [0048]). 

I 
I 

i 
i 

Regarding claim 38, which is dependent on claim 1 , Richard discloses that said 
structured data is a structured document in a second markup language ([0069]: the 
WML tags are structured data of document in a second markup language). 

Regarding claim 39, which is dependent on claim 1, Richard discloses that said browser 
device is palmtops, PDAs or data-enabled cell phones wirelessly connected with a small 
display areas and processing capacities ([0069]). 

Claims 40-42, 50, 61-62 are for a computer readable medium of method claims 1-3, 25, 
38-39, and are rejected under the same rationale. j 

Allowable Subject Matter 

1 0. Claims 4-5, 1 8-20, 29-37, 43, 47-48, 52-60 are objected to as being dependent 
upon a rejected base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form 
including all of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

Conclusion 

1 1 . The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 
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Ju et al. (US 5,845,125). Viets et al (US 6,640, 307). Parghi et al. (US 6,396,495). 

I 

Card et al. (US 6,646,652). Burkett et al. (US 6,678, 889). 
Popp et al. (US 2005/0081 142). Card et al. (US 2002/01 18214). 
Feigenbaum et al. (US 2006/0005174). Uchiyama et al. (US 2004/0044963). 
Maeda et al. (US 2004/0064475). James et al. (US 2004/0205694). 
Xie et al. (US 2005/0071364). Linden et al. (US 2005/0228787). 
Michalewicz et al. (US 2002/0065857). Peltonen et al. (US 2002/0083054). 
Popp et al. (US 2002/0133637). Musson et al. (US 2005/0108732). 

Abiteboul et al., Compact Labeling Schemes for Ancestor Queries, ACM January 2001 , 
pages 547-556. 

Eddy et al., An Algorithm for Efficiently Generating Summary Paragraphs Using Tree- 
adjoining grammar, ACM July 2001 , pages 1-8. 

1 2. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Cong-Lac Huynh whose telephone number is 571-272- 
4125. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Thurs (9:00-7:00). 
. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Stephen Hong can be reached on 571-272-4124. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
* USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. j 
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Primary Examiner 
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